CMC accordingly requests that the Draft EIS/EIR be revised to include a detailed
workplan for achieving the beneficial reuse capacity for each proposed alternative. These
workplans should include, where necessary, a description of the additional authorities needed
and a plan for obtaining those authorities. Unless a plan of action is prepared and integrated
into agency policy and procedures, implementation of the approved alternative will be
continually subject to shifting agency priorities.

C: The Capacity of the SF-DODS Should Be Limited to Ensure the Final Mix of In-
Bay, Ocean and Beneficial Reuse Activities Are Achieved.

The Draft EIS/EIR notes that one method to help achieve the adoptéd disposal
capacities is to set volume limits on the amount of dredged material that may be disposed of
in the SF-DODS. Draft EIS/EIR at 7-5. CMC agrees that this measure is necessary to ensure
that agencies take the actions needed to obtain adequate beneficial reuse capacity. CMC
- requests that the Draft EIS/EIR state clearly that the maximum capacity of the SF-DODS will

be no more than the amount of dredge material desngnated for ocean dlsposai under the
~ alternative adopted in the ﬁnal EIS/EIR. . .

IL THE LTMS AGENCIES SHOULD PREPARE AND CIRCULATE AN OCEAN
- SITE MANAGEMENT AND MONITORING IMPLEMENTATION MANUAL
BEFORE FINALIZING THE EIS/EIR.

A The SF-DODS Is Located in an Eﬁvironmentally Sensitive Area.

As noted in the Draft EIS/EIR, the areas adjacent to the SF-DODS and the barge route
to the SF-DODS "contain a wide diversity of sensitive habitats" as well as endangered and
threatened species. Draft EIS/EIR at 4-143, 4-157. The nearby Farallon Islands contain "the
most important marine bird breedmg sites on the west coast of the continental United States."
Id. at 4-156. Particularly in years when food sources near the Islands are less abundant, "the
SF-DODS would . . . receive relatively high use" by these marine birds. Id.

- The SF-DODS region "is also an important one for marine mammal populations."
Ainley and Allen, "Abundance and Distribution of Seabirds and Marine Mammals in the Gulf
of the Farallones: Final Report to the EPA LTMS Study Group," p. 17 (July 30, 1992). '
Indeed, "[t:]ompared to some alternative sites studied, the SF-DODS area receives somewhat
‘higher use by marine'-mammals and seabirds.”" Draft EIS/EIR at 4-160. Pollution of the
animals’ habitat is of great concern to CMC. For example, elevated levels of pollutants have
been detected in the fetal tissue of endangered northern sea lions on the Farallon Islands;.
consequently, "any further degradanon of habitat would be of concern for this species."
Ainley and Allen at 21. -

It is clear that both the SF-DODS and the surrounding areas are important for ma.ny
species of fish and marine birds and mammals. Accordingly, the final EIS/EIR should
ca.refu]ly evaluate the potential lmpacts to this important area and ensure that stringent and
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9T clear monitoring provisions are in place.

10|B. The Potential Impacts of Dredge Disposal at the SF-DODS Are Unclear and
"Should Be More Fully Explored. -

The potential impacts of disposal at the SF-DODS are unclear, primarily due to the
fact that it is the nation’s first deep-ocean site. This fact, combined with the unprecedented
magnitude of the SF-DOD’s  current permitted capacity, makes a comprehensive evaluanon of
| potential environmental risks to the s1te essentlal '

1| CMC requests that the final EIS/EIR include a more thorough discussion of certain
: potential impacts not completely addressed in the draft. For example, the sea-surface
-microlayer (SMIC), the first layer of water to be affected by dumping, serves as a breeding
ground for the pelagic eggs of many fish species and contains plankton and other.
microorganisms critical as food for all types of marine life. Research has shown that negative
impacts to the SMIC can occur quickly, and so damage to marine life can occur well before
toxicity is detected through monitoring activities. CMC requests that the final EIS/EIR
| explore more fully the potential impacts of SMIC contamination and the monitoring activities
that will be undertaken to track potential damage.

i 2 Another potential n:npact only briefly mentioned in the Draft EIS/EIR is the
introduction of non-native species through concentrated dumping in the ocean environment.
CMC requests that additional information be provided on the types of species that could be
; mtroduced and their potentlal impacts in the ocean environment.

13 : Fmally, CMC_ is concerned about the relahvely short discussion of the impacts of the
disposal operations on marine mammals, particularly threatened and endangered species
(humpback, blue, finback and sperm whales and northern sea lions). Research long-available
to EPA has shown that northern sea lions are particularly susceptible to increases in pollution
| in their habitat; further discussion should be provided of potential impacts on this species,
particularly during spills and acmdents such as the recent spill in the Monterey Bay National
Marine Sanctuary

14 In addition, no mention appears to be made in the Draft EIR/EIS of applicable
requirements of the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA), which prohibits harassment of
marine mammals. CMC requests that the final EIS/EIR evaluate whether the transport and
disposal of dredge materials to the SF-DODS comply with all provisions of the MMPA.
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C.  The Draft EIS/EIR Ignores the Critical Role of Ocean Site Monitoring and
Management and the Associated Need to Prepare an SMMP lmplementatmn
Manual.

1 The Nature of the Site and the Lack of Knowledge about Potential Impacts
Underscores the I_mmrtance of Comprehensive Monjtorinz._

_ The lack of background information from another deep-ocean site, the magnitude of

the current permitted capacity of the SF-DODS, the environmental sensitivity of the SF-
DODS and surrounding regions, and the presence of endangered and threatened species all
underscore the importance of comprehensive monitoring of the site, both to track impacts and
to establish baseline conditions. Monitoring should include the parameters identified in the
Site Management and Monitoring Plan (SMMP) in the SF-DODS Final Rule. It also should
include parameters that will be identified in the SMMP Implemcntatxon Manual which EPA
Region IX is to prepare. ; ;

Momtonng also should investigate SMIC and other potentxal unaddressed lrnpacts
The Draft EIS/EIR cannot conclude that impacts are "expected to be insignificant" without
more complete knowledge of what the potential impacts could be.

2. The Potential for Accidents and Spills During Transport to the SF DODS
Makes Monitoring Even More Critical.

"The need for monitoring speciﬁcs in the EIR/EIS is especially critical in light of the
fact that not all of the dredged material sent to the SF-DODS will make it there. As the
LTMS agencies know, a tug-hauling a barge heavily loaded with material dredged from
Oakland Harbor recently sank, causing all of the dredge spoils on the barge to be dumped
~ directly into the sensitive waters of the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary. . :

“This accident was compounded by additional spills occurring immediately thereafter.
Sanctuary officials taking aerial photos of the plume of spoils from the sunken tug observed
another tug and barge making their way to the SF-DODS in seas that appeared heavier than
allowable under the SMMP. Sanctuary officials saw that waves were crashing over the top of
this barge and washing dredged material directly into Sanctuary waters.

: These types of incidents, unfortunately, are not isolated occui'rences. The likelihood
“that they will continue makes it especially important that the LTMS agencies promptly draft a
_ clear and thorough SMMP Implementation Manual and ensure that it is carried out.

In addition, CMC requests that the agencies revisit the conclusion that "transportation-
related impacts of ocean disposal at SF-DODS are expected to be negligible." ‘Draft EIS/EIR
at 6-21. In light of the recent spills, agencies should evaluate not only transportation-related
impacts on the SF-DODS (which now appears more vulnerable than the Draft EIS/EIR
predicted), but also the entire barge route, which traverses two National Marine Sanctuaries.
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3. - EPA Has Not Yet Produced the SMMP Implementauon Manual Promised in .
the Final Rule for the SF-DODS.

'I'hough momtormg of the SF-DODS and barge route clearly is important, the Draft

—vre

‘| EIS/EIR attempts to move forward without a detaiied pian for managing and monitoring the

ocean site. The Draft EIS/EIR claims that "[e]xtensive site management and monitoring plans
have been established" for the SF-DODS. Draft EIS/EIR at 5-6. The Final Rule for the SF-
DODS does contain a Site Management and Monitoring Plan. However, the Final Rule also
admitted that it did not contain the operational details needed to implement SMMP. 59
Fed.Reg. 41243, 41252 (Aug. 11, 1994). In other words, the SMMP in the Final Rule is too
vague to ensure that adverse impacts to the marine environment will be averted or detected.

'The public was assured that Region IX was preparing an Implementation Manual that .
would provide "detailed guidance on . . . implementing the SMMP provisions in the Final
Rule" and would "document EPA’s interpretation of the specific measures that are appropriate
for implementing" the SMMP. 59 Fed.Reg. at 41245, 41252. Two years later, the public still
has not seen the monitoring and management manual that EPA admitted was necessary and -
promised to provide. This failure to act makes obvious the reasons for CMC’s concern about
the LTMS agencies’ ability to iron out the details for moving toward Alternative 3 in yet
another promised implementation plan.

CMC was informed by EPA Region IX that the monitoring pla.u used for the most

" recent Oakland Harbor dredging project was being tested for possible use as the SMMP

Implementation Manual. CMC would like to point out that the Oakland Harbor plan is

- primarily limited to monitoring activities, and contains little if any discussion of site

management. It thus would be inadequate by itself to serve as the SMMP Implementanon
Manual. In any event, if the Oakland Harbor monitoring plan is to be a part of the SMMP
Implementation Manual, then that information should be made available to the public, and the
public should be allowed to comment on the provisions of the monitoring plan as an integral
part of the EIS/EIR review process. This information would be particularly relevant to cost -
estimates for SF-DODS management and monitoring, as the costs of complying with
management and monitoring requirements cannot be accurately assessed until it is known what
those requirements will be. - ' ' :

4. The Draft EIS/EIR and the SMM'.P Implementat.lon Manual Should Contain
Restrictions on Ocean Dumgmg During Sensitive Perlods

Currently, "there are no established seasonal site use _restncuons at the SF-DODS" .
other ‘than restrictions on transport during high seas. Draft EIR/EIS at 6-3. CMC requests

‘that the final EIS/EIR discuss restrictions on ocean dumping during particularly sensitive

periods. These could include breeding and/or spawning periods. Restrictions also could be
placed on dumping during certain critical upwelling periods, when dumping could interfere
with the influx of nutrients onto the continental shelf and so impact the producnon of food for

many marine orgamsms
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Moreover, further analysis should be made of the current prohibition on dredge
material transport in seas over 18 feet. In light of the recent accidents and spills in the *
Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary, CMC requests that these restrictions be txghtened
and procedures for enforcernent be identified.

III. THE EIS/EIR SHOULD ESTABLISH TESTING REQUIREMENTS FOR THE
SF-DODS THAT REJECT WEAKENING OF THE FEDERAL OCEAN
DUMPING CRITERIA. '

CMC is concerned about the impacts of EPA’s recently-proposed changes to its ocean
dumping regulations, which CMC believes would make it more likely that the material put
into the ocean will be contaminated. Among other things, the proposed changes could
eliminate current requirements that all dredge materials pass actual lab tests with live
organisms, eliminate current requirements to test the actual material being dredged (rather
than some other sediment sample), and excuse testing for harmful contaminants where there is
no approved agency procedure. If such changes go through and if the LTMS agencies fail to
commit to a definite strategy for implementing beneficial reuse alternatives, then there is a
good probability that the SF-DODS and the Sanctuaries could become the dumping grounds
_for much of the Bay Area’s contaminated sediments. CMC requests that the final EIS/EIR
. address this issue and com:mt to either contmumg or strengthemng the current sediment
testing procedures.

IV. SUMMARY
CMC would like to see several changes to the final EIR/EIS. First, CMC requests that
the EIR/EIS recammend only one alternative as the sole "preferred alternative." For example,

| rather than being a “co-preferred alternative," Alternative 1 should mstead be an mtegral ﬁrst
 part of the agenc1es plan to implement Alternative 3 over time.

Second, CMC requests that the EIR/EIS include a plan detaiIing how the LTMS
agencies intend to implement the proposed alternatives in general, and their beneficial reuse
goals in particular. It is not enough to list a few ideas and claim-a lack of authority to do
anything more. The LTMS agencies and associated organizations must work together to
develop ways to obtain and use the needed authorities and funding so that Alternative 3’s-

balance of aquatic disposal and beneficial reuse will be achieved in a timely manner. At very

least, the agencies should commit to the suggestion on page 7-12 of the EIR/EIS to obtain
funding for a staff person to organize potential beneficial reuse opportunities early in each
project. Without a person dedicated to this critical task, it is unlikely that the beneﬁmal reuse
balances proposed will be achieved any time soon.

Third, CMC requests that the EIS/EIR more carefully evaluate potential impacts to the

SF-DODS under the proposed alternatives, and commit to stringent sediment testing to ensure -
~ that the sensitive environment within and mm'ou.ndmg the SF-DODS is protected
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Finally, CMC requests thét.EPA draft and circulate for review the promised SMMP
Implementation Manual as soon as possible, preferably as part of the EIR/EIS. The SF-
DODS lies near three sensitive National Marine Sanctuaries and is home to numerous

éndanoei'ed and threatened fish and marine mammals and birds. The Final EIR/EIS for the

SF-DODS itself admits that the "[e]ffects from dredged materiai disposal at deep-water sites
are not well-known." In light of the sensitivity of the ocean’s resources, our lack of
understanding of the full impacts of the dredged material, and the recent spills of material
directly into Sanctuary waters, we must be especially vigilant in testing the material to be sent
to the site, ensuring that it actually reaches the site, and monitoring its impacts once it is
dumped. Developing and using the SMMP Implemen’tatlon Manual is essentlal to protecting
this valuable environment. -

Thank you for the apportunity to present these cbmfnents If you have any questions,
please do not hesitate to call. I look forward to workmg with you to address the above issues
in the final draft.

D]kt

Linda M. Sheehan
Pollution Programs Manager

cc:  Ed Ueber, Gulf 6f the Farallones WS i
Terry Jackson, Monterey Bay NMS
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Appendix R: Comments and Responses on the Draft EIS/EIR

Responses to the CMC — Center for Marine Conservation, letter dated July 18, 1996

1.

2.

Statement noted.

The LTMS agencies have not developed separate Management Plans for each alternative in the Final
EIS/EIR. We do not believe this is necessary, nor would it be a cost-effective effort when our intent is
to implement Alternative 3. However, we will involve the public in the review of the Management
Plan through public workshops and a public comment period before the Management Plan is finalized.
Revisions to the Management Plan will be made, as needed, every 3 years. Every 6 years a major
programmatic review of and revisions to the Management Plan will be undertaken. In addition, on a 6-
year cycle, any necessary amendments to the San Francisco Bay and Basin Plans will be initiated.

The LTMS agencies have selected Alternative 3, alone, as the preferred alternative. However it is
recognized that changes need to occur before the goals of Alternative 3 can be fully achieved.
Discussion of the transition to Alternative 3 has been added to the Final EIS/EIR (Chapter 6).

The Final Environmental Impact Statement for Designation of a Deep Water Ocean Dredged Material
Disposal Site off San Francisco, California, dated August 1993 (SF-DODS EIS), includes a thorough
analysis of potential impacts of disposal at the site. It describes sampling protocols and analysis
techniques. The response to comments in the SF-DODS Final Rule for designation of the ocean site,
dated August 11, 1994, includes additional discussion. In addition, periodic reports will be released
which describe results of disposal operations and regional monitoring surveys at SF-DODS. The first
report, Monitoring Report for 1995 and 1996 San Francisco Deep Ocean Disposal Site (SF-DODS),
dated February 6, 1998 has been released (USEPA 1998b). The SF-DODS Site Management and
Monitoring Plan Implementation Manual Public Review Draft, dated February 6, 1998, has also been
released (USEPA 1998a). Lessons learned through the disposal operations and monitoring efforts were
incorporated in this Site Management and Monitoring Plan (SMMP) Implementation Manual.

The SMMP indicates that appropriate national testing guidelines will be followed to ensure that dredged
material proposed for ocean disposal meets ocean disposal criteria (described in Chapter 3 of the
EIS/EIR).

Please see the response to CMC comments 2 and 3. The LTMS agencies have selected Alternative 3,
and will prepare a draft Management Plan based on this preferred alternative. A discussion describing
the initial implementation of Alternative 3 has been added to the Final EIS/EIR. The LTMS
Management Plan to implement the preferred alternative will be circulated for public review before it is
finalized.

Alternative 3 has been selected as the preferred alternative. Its long-term goal is an increase in
beneficial reuse so that ~40% of the dredged material goes to upland or wetland reuse sites, ~40% of
the dredged material is disposed in the ocean, and a decrease in unconfined in-Bay disposal so that only
~20% of dredged material is managed this way on average each year (i.e., a 40/40/20 ratio). We
believe these ratios reflect the best overall dredged material balance, and therefore best meet the goal to
maximize upland/wetland reuse (UWR) and minimize in-Bay disposal in an environmentally sound
manner. The response to comments on the SF-DODS designation rule indicates, "Alternatives such as
beneficial reuse will be encouraged wherever practicable. This process of evaluating disposal options
already occurs and will continue during permit review." The LTMS agencies will continue to work on
developing UWR sites, but cannot guarantee at this time how quickly they will become available and
practicable.

Until additional UWR sites become available and practicable, aquatic disposal (including both in-Bay
and ocean disposal) will continue to occur at relatively higher levels than LTMS’s long-term goals.
When UWR sites are not available for specific projects, ocean disposal is preferred (where practicable)
over in-Bay disposal. Exceptions to this approach (e.g., a "small dredger" policy) are discussed in the
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Appendix R: Comments and Responses on the Draft EIS/EIR

Management Plan. See also the new discussion of the transition to the preferred alternative in the Final
EIS/EIR (section 6.5).

The LTMS agencies have not developed separate Management Plans for implementing each alternative
in the EIS/EIR. We do not believe this is necessary, not would it be a cost-effective effort when our
intent is to implement Alternative 3. However, the quantities of material that may be practicable for
placement in the three environments will be evaluated through periodic review of the Management
Plan. In addition, careful monitoring of the ocean disposal site will continue in accordance with the
SMMP and SMMP Implementation Manual.

Please see the response to CDFG comments 2 and 5, CMC comment 5, and the new discussion of the
transition to Alternative 3 (section 6.5) in the Final EIS/EIR.

Agency actions at any time are necessarily limited by their authorities at that time. However, it is
recognized that those authorities can change over time. For example, the Final EIS/EIR has been
updated to include a description of new authorities under WRDA 1996 that have come about since the
Draft EIS/EIR was prepared. These changes came about, in part, from the efforts of LTMS interested
parties who pushed for change based on knowledge about the existing constraints on the agencies. It is
anticipated that interested party support to address remaining legal and funding constraints will continue
in the future, and the LTMS agencies look forward to such support.

Section 7.4 of the Draft EIS/EIR discussed some of the constraints, including those related to existing
authorities, to fully implementing the beneficial use goals of the action alternatives. Section 4.8 of the
Final EIS/EIR (Regulatory Environment) has now been expanded to include a description of new
federal authorities established by WRDA 1996, and section 7.4 has been revised to reflect this.

An important objective of the LTMS is to coordinate the state and federal agencies’ policies and
priorities on dredged material management as much as possible. Measures are described in Chapter 7
that will be taken under present agency authorities to integrate the goals of Alternative 3 into the
appropriate state and federal policies and plans. However, it is true that full realization of the goals of
Alternative 3 will be difficult to achieve by the agencies alone, under current authorities. Please also
see the responses to BPC comment 18, Oakland comment 10, and Redwood comment 4.

The maximum volume of dredged material that can be disposed at SF-DODS is currently set at 4.8
million cubic yards (mcy) each year. This is a reduction of 1.2 mcy from the original annual limit of 6
mcy per year. As described in the SF-DODS Final Rule, dated December 30, 1996, it is set at this
maximum capacity by taking into consideration regional dredging disposal needs, including the need to
reduce in-Bay disposal and the need to increase upland/wetland reuse. A permanent disposal volume
limit will be set by December 31, 1998, based on the alternative selected in this Final EIS/EIR.

As indicated above in the response to CMC comment 6, the long-term goal under Alternative 3 is
placement of 20 percent of material in-Bay, 40 percent in the ocean, and 40 percent at UWR sites, on
average. However, while the alternative is being phased in, it is unlikely that these ratios will be
exactly met in any given year. The LTMS has determined that, in general, ocean disposal is less
potentially damaging than in-Bay disposal, and is therefore preferred over in-Bay disposal to the extent
that it is practicable, and other beneficial reuse options are not available. To ensure that less damaging
ocean disposal remains an alternative to in-Bay disposal when beneficial reuse options are not available,
the permanent ocean disposal volume limit will be set at a level above the long-term average ocean
disposal goal of 40%.

The SF-DODS EIS carefully evaluated potential impacts to the ocean environment. The SMMP is in
place by rule. In addition, the SMMP Implementation Manual is now available and includes specific

monitoring requirements. Please see the response above to CMC comment 4.

Please see the response above to CMC comment 4.
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10.

Management Plan. See also the new discussion of the transition to the preferred alternative in the Final
EIS/EIR (section 6.5).

The LTMS agencies have not developed separate Management Plans for implementing each alternative
in the EIS/EIR. We do not believe this is necessary, not would it be a cost-effective effort when our
intent is to implement Alternative 3. However, the quantities of material that may be practicable for
placement in the three environments will be evaluated through periodic review of the Management
Plan. In addition, careful monitoring of the ocean disposal site will continue in accordance with the
SMMP and SMMP Implementation Manual.

Please see the response to CDFG comments 2 and 5, CMC comment 5, and the new discussion of the
transition to Alternative 3 (section 6.5) in the Final EIS/EIR.

Agency actions at any time are necessarily limited by their authorities at that time. However, it is
recognized that those authorities can change over time. For example, the Final EIS/EIR has been
updated to include a description of new authorities under WRDA 1996 that have come about since the
Draft EIS/EIR was prepared. These changes came about, in part, from the efforts of LTMS interested
parties who pushed for change based on knowledge about the existing constraints on the agencies. It is
anticipated that interested party support to address remaining legal and funding constraints will continue
in the future, and the LTMS agencies look forward to such support.

Section 7.4 of the Draft EIS/EIR discussed some of the constraints, including those related to existing
authorities, to fully implementing the beneficial use goals of the action alternatives. Section 4.8 of the
Final EIS/EIR (Regulatory Environment) has now been expanded to include a description of new
federal authorities established by WRDA 1996, and section 7.4 has been revised to reflect this.

An important objective of the LTMS is to coordinate the state and federal agencies’ policies and
priorities on dredged material management as much as possible. Measures are described in Chapter 7
that will be taken under present agency authorities to integrate the goals of Alternative 3 into the
appropriate state and federal policies and plans. However, it is true that full realization of the goals of
Alternative 3 will be difficult to achieve by the agencies alone, under current authorities. Please also
see the responses to BPC comment 18, Oakland comment 10, and Redwood comment 4.

The maximum volume of dredged material that can be disposed at SF-DODS is currently set at 4.8
million cubic yards (mcy) each year. This is a reduction of 1.2 mcy from the original annual limit of 6
mcy per year. As described in the SF-DODS Final Rule, dated December 30, 1996, it is set at this
maximum capacity by taking into consideration regional dredging disposal needs, including the need to
reduce in-Bay disposal and the need to increase upland/wetland reuse. A permanent disposal volume
limit will be set by December 31, 1998, based on the alternative selected in this Final EIS/EIR.

As indicated above in the response to CMC comment 6, the long-term goal under Alternative 3 is
placement of 20 percent of material in-Bay, 40 percent in the ocean, and 40 percent at UWR sites, on
average. However, while the alternative is being phased in, it is unlikely that these ratios will be
exactly met in any given year. The LTMS has determined that, in general, ocean disposal is less
potentially damaging than in-Bay disposal, and is therefore preferred over in-Bay disposal to the extent
that it is practicable, and other beneficial reuse options are not available. To ensure that less damaging
ocean disposal remains an alternative to in-Bay disposal when beneficial reuse options are not available,
the permanent ocean disposal volume limit will be set at a level above the long-term average ocean
disposal goal of 40%.

The SF-DODS EIS carefully evaluated potential impacts to the ocean environment. The SMMP is in
place by rule. In addition, the SMMP Implementation Manual is now available and includes specific

monitoring requirements. Please see the response above to CMC comment 4.

Please see the response above to CMC comment 4.
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11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Please see the response above to CMC comment 4. The SF-DODS Final Rule formally designating the
disposal site (USEPA 1994d) addresses the issue of potential contamination to the sea-surface
microlayer. EPA determined that significant contamination of, or impacts to, the sea-surface
microlayer is not a significant concern at SF-DODS. In addition, the findings of a technical review
panel including five experts (four from major universities) were consistent with EPA’s determination
(EPA 1994d, 1996). Although this phenomenon may be ecologically important and significant in
relatively quiescent bodies of water, it is not expected to be significant in the relatively turbulent open
ocean environment of the SF-DODS and off the continental shelf of the Gulf of the Farallones region.

Please see the response to CMC comment 4 above and the response to NHI comment 17d below. The
SF-DODS EIS and SF-DODS Final Rule response to comments includes discussion about potential
impacts due to introduced species. We expect that no recruitment of species capable of harming human
health or the marine ecosystem will occur.

A discussion of the impacts to marine mammals is included in the SF-DODS EIS. Further information
about any impacts identified through extensive monitoring of the SE-DODS will be included in the SF-
DODS Monitoring Reports (for example, the dredged material spill referenced in the comment is
discussed in the Monitoring Report released by EPA in 1997). The potential for impacts from
occasional dredged material spills is limited, since only clean (SUAD) material may be disposed of at
SE-DODS. The SF-DODS EIS also notes that vessel traffic is already present in the area, and that the
worst-case scenario for increased traffic associated with dredged material disposal is 2%. Accidents
from the existing vessel traffic in the vicinity of SF-DODS could result in far more potentially
significant impacts (e.g., oil spills from tankers) than would occur from accidents of vessels
transporting dredged material to the site (e.g., the spill of SUAD dredged material).

A discussion of the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) has been added to the EIS/EIR in section
4.8.1.2 under Federal Laws. Both the SF-DODS EIS and this LTMS EIS/EIR consider impacts to
marine mammals. The SF-DODS EIS discusses marine mammals and their protection under the
MMPA and Endangered Species Act for designated species. The SF-DODS EIS states (p. 3-160),
"Because marine mammals are protected, evaluation of the study areas for this EIS includes
consideration of the extent to which the areas are used by marine mammals for breeding, weaning,
feeding, or migration." The LTMS EIS/EIR provides a summary of the discussion in the SF-DODS
EIS (see section 4.5.3) and evaluation of impacts in section 6.1.2.1.

Please see the responses above to DOC comment 6 and CMC comment 4.
Please see the responses above to DOC comment 6 and CMC comments 4 and 13.

Transportation-related impacts along the entire barge route to SF-DODS are discussed in the SF-DODS
EIS. The LTMS agencies have determined that the conditions required in the SMMP to minimize the
potential for accidents along the barge route are appropriate. These requirements allow disposal only
when weather and sea state conditions are not expected to interfere with safe transportation, and require
a load level that is not expected to cause spillage in transit. The LTMS agencies are committed to
taking enforcement actions against any party that violates permit conditions. Please see also the
response to CMC comment 13, and the responses to NHI comments 17d, 17e, and 18a.

Please see the response above to CMC comment 4.

Restrictions on ocean disposal exist to minimize risk from increased vessel traffic (see the responses to
CMC comment 13 and NHI comment 18a). The LTMS agencies do not believe that additional
restrictions on disposal at the SF-DODS are needed. EPA’s determination of insignificant impacts to
fisheries used conservative modeling of the worst case (highly dispersive) disposal scenarios. Also, see
the response to CMC comment 4.
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20.

21.

22.

The LTMS process is not intended to, and will not, set national testing guidelines. All disposal
activities will be done in accordance with federal testing guidelines. However, more specific regional
guidelines may be set and would appear in the Regional Implementation Manual (RIM). Also, please
see the response to CMC comment 4.

We agree that the EIS/EIR should recommend only one preferred alternative. Alternative 3 was
selected as the preferred alternative after the conclusion of the public comment period on the Draft
EIS/EIR.

Section 6.5 of the Final EIS/EIR discusses the transition toward full implementation of Alternative 3.

The LTMS agencies are actively supporting potential beneficial reuse sites and recognize the need for
these types of sites to meet the goals of Alternative 3.

The SMMP includes stringent monitoring, testing, and reporting guidelines. Site monitoring is
performed annually and is designed to provide data for an assessment of the potential for adverse
impacts. Also, please see the responses to DOC comment 6 and CMC comments 4 and 20.

Please see the response above to CMC comment 4.
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July 16, 1996

Ms. Karen Mason

LTMS EIS/EIR Coordinator

c/o U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 9 (W-3-3)

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco CA 94947

Subj: Comments on LTMS DEIS/DEIR of April, 1996

This document does not fulfill the basic requirement of providing
agendies and the public a clear means of evaluating the impacts on
the environment that would be generated by its proposals. A major
revision is required.

The revision should also stress minimizing dredging requirements
equally with disposal methods.

It is recommended in the strongest terms that the emphasis placed
in the document on wetland restoration during the first five years
be rewritten to instead positively exclude any further use of the
Sonoma marsh restoration method for five years or until such

time as progress in restoration theory and practice has been
demonstrated. While the other disposal alternatives are viable, still
it is recommended that new, large dredging projects be carefully
evaluated for economic importance.

Dear Ms. Mason,

LTMS apparently expects the public to take it on faith that an average of 6
mcy must be dredged every year for 50 years. This is tantamount to a carte
blanche approval of what would most likely be a self-fulfilling prophecy.

Fifty years is an unrealistic planning figure. A much more realistic approach | 1
would be, say, a 10-year plan, subject to continual review and amendment as
experience warrants.

Where is the economic justification for this proposed massive effort? l 2
When was the Baldwin Ship Channel planned, and whatisits |3
relevance to today’s economy?

Why is it that something that started out to enable the Port of
Oakland to thrive now extends as far inland as Collinsville, and
beyond?

If all of this dredging were done immediately, would that be sufficient to l 5

overcome the advantages of the Ports of Seattle (closer to the Orient) and
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5T Los Angeles (larger, superior land transportation)?

6| Asasimple demonstration of LTMS expectations, the map of shipping lanes in the Bay (Fig.
4.2-3) , for example, could be “labeled” with today’s usage, what kind of ships, destinations,
cargo, tonnage, draft, yearly economic value, etc, vs. the changes in these parameters
assumed with channel deepening.

|7 Where, for instance, are the impacts on the environment from dredging itself? Why do the
authors write in Section 1.1 that the basic purpose of this EIR/EIS is to select a long-term
management strategy, and then fail to do so?

9| Why also is evaluating the need for individual dredging projects left for some unspecified
future date? The public needs to know NOW what the needs are or, at least, how they are
10 | going to be determined, by whom, and under what authority. How will the myriad plans
and agencies on the Bay be met?

Shouldn’t the additional LTMS phases yet to be worked on be considered piece-mealing?

8

Dried Mud for Sale

1| LTMS seeks to convince the public that dredged spoil (artfully renamed “material” in its
literature) is a valuable commodity. The fact remains that there is little demand for such
material, not only because of its highly variable physical and chemical characteristics, but
because the “rehandling”, land, transport, labor and facilities required to make it useful
prices it out of the market.

In Palo Alto several years ago, it was proposed to dry yacht harbor spoil on the ITT
property and use it for dump cover. The three sites were virtually abutting, largely
eliminating transportation expenses, but even so, the City found it cheaper to buy imported
fill, ready to go. Itis inescapable that it would take a rare combination of source, user site

12 | and accessibility to make any economic sense out of drying and rehandling. And how many
sites are there on the Bay that would enable barges drawing some 15 feet of water to even
approach within discharging range without more dredging to get there?

A measure of the reliability of one LTMS analysis may be found in a report of June 23, 1993
(Conceptual Design of Cargill and Leonard Ranch Sites, etc), wherein it was concluded that
13 | both sites were feasible and practical for dredged material rehandling facilities. A more _
realistic Corps, however, disagreed, stating in an August 1995 report that no alternative in the
Leonard Ranch study was economically justified. Simply stated, there was no market for the
material.

141 With this example of LTMS work, the public ponders the validity of claims coming out of
the Montezuma Project, a pure profit-driven enterprise on private land at Collinsville. While
its links to LTMS are unclear to us, it seems likely that it is a vital part of the LTMS plan, since
Montezuma is designed to accept large volumes of contaminated spoil and contain it
permanently under a cover of clean material. Nice plane-parallel horizontal layers will not be
achieved in practice; and even if they could be at the outset, erosion from currents, wind and
rain would eventually develop channels cutting through the cover. Then what?

The Port Sonoma-Marin yacht harbor, next door to the Sonoma Baylands restoration
experiment, silts up at the rate of 1 to 3 feet per year. As a consequence, the harbor is
dredged almost continuously and has its own drying and rehandling facility. Some of the
product goes to landfill cover, but the excess amount is great enough that it was offered free
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to the Sonoma project (declined, in favor of dredging the “across-the-flats” channel, vital to
the passage of small boats up the river to Petaluma).

For the above reasons, we agree with analyses made by others that more weight should be |15
given to such uses of dredgings as industrial and landfill reuse, levee maintenance, and other
upland uses.

The Sonoma Baylands Restoration Project

Emplaced dredged spoil is advertised as an option, not a necessity, to hasten the recovery of
subsided former wetlands. With the Sonoma Baylands restoration project, “hasten” means to
bring the site to some state of completion in the time frame of 10 to 20 years, rather than
estimates running up to 60 years for recovery without the use of spoil. Project Manager Scott
Miner (COE) urged 10 years of patience while awaiting the outcome of the Sonoma effort at
tidal marsh restoration.

We doubt that LTMS proponents are going to hold off voluntarily hold for 10 years. The
“mud rush” has been fueled by agency claims of success that started before a shovel was
turned. :

Every piece of written material on Sonoma exudes utter confidence that a wetland will be
restored. The Corps Environmental Assessment does admit the (unlikely) possibility of
trouble, but the scant coverage given to remediation is little more than a pro forma legal
cover.

House organs such as the Conservancy’s COAST AND OCEAN, and the CCMP
clearinghouse publication, ESTUARY. continue to describe the Sonoma experiment as
successful. The latter even proclaims it a completed restoration in its current issue! Second
and third tier writers pick up this stuff, and further disseminate these erroneous claims in
ignorance.

This has created an atmosphere of misplaced confidence in the responsible agencie